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“Be Not Conformed? —| 


E do not customarily look to a woman’s fash- 

ion magazine for either profound wisdom or 
high ethical insight. But, in these days of modern 
journalism, there is no telling in what unlikely place 
these qualities may be discovered. A recent issue of 
Vogue contains an article well worth attention and 
comment. Its author is the talented and brilliant 
interpreter of the ancient world, Edith Hamilton. 
Its theme is “Private Idiom,” to which the editors 
have added an appropriate subtitle, “An Attack on 
the Cult of the Incomprehensible.”’ 


Mrs. Hamilton’s main thesis is succinctly stated: 
“The two great dominant intellectual influences to- 
day are Einstein and Freud. Einstein has introduced 
us to a new universe where clear certainty . . . is 
fading away into a region . . . not amenable to exact 
interpretation. Freud has turned us from the bright- 
ly lit world without, to the dimly discerned world 
within. The result of the impact of the two has been 
to throw us into a state of confusion.” 


The writer urges that this is a more radical 
alteration of perspective than has occurred in any 
previous period of intellectual transition. In earlier 
epochs, “the general point of view changed almost 
imperceptibly. But we ourselves within a few years 
have become fully aware that our world is a new 
and strange place. We are facing two new universes 
and we do not know the laws that govern either.” 

The essay cites the two complementary influences. 
But major attention is rightly fastened upon the sec- 
ond, since it is by no means certain that Einstein’s 
theories have given us a world of pure relativity, as 
many suppose. In any event, it is the influence of 
which Freud is the representative and in large de- 
gree the originator which more directly affects every 
man’s outlook, turning the mind in on itself to dis- 
cover only murkiness, strangeness, confusion and in- 
security. 

Mrs. Hamilton describes the impact of these two 
influences in three great areas of human thought— 
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science, religion and art. It is the last, art, with 
which she is mainly concerned. But, as Dr. Paul 
Tillich has convincingly shown, it is in art that the 
influences which are to dominate all phases of 
thought in any epoch appear first and most strik- 
ingly. What this present-day way of thinking has 
done to the artists and writers is a forecast of what 
it will do, indeed is already doing, to all of us. 

Great art, that of the greatest artists, was never 
the opaque and incomprehensible thrusting forth of 
the murky depths of their own unconscious. The 
true artist knows his spirit to be touched by a 
Reality other than, certainly infinitely greater and 
more lovely than anything he is, though akin to the 
deepest aspiration of his own spirit. His painful 
effort is to become sensitive to, receive, be possessed 
by, that beauty ; and then to set it before men with 
such grace and power as to be compelling. In 
Keats’ phrase, “All great poetry should produce the 
instantaneous conviction, ‘This is true.” The cult 
of the incomprehensible in contemporary art spells 
death to great art and to true apprehension of 
reality. 

This analysis contains a two-fold warning to us 
all. In the first place, we ourselves are children of 
this same Age, of which the popular artists and 
novelists are the most representative interpreters. 
The same influences which dominate them are power- 
ful upon us also. Our minds and emotions are con- 
stantly played upon by a perspective which is fo- 
cussed inward, which encourages us to examine the 
depths of our own self-consciousness for some pro- 
found, if unintelligible, meaning. That is the effect 
of current psychology and psychotherapy. Its first 
fruit is self-preoccupation, the very antithesis of a 
Christian perspective. Its end-result, when not teth- 
ering self-absorption, is a thinly disguised though 
often subtly rationalized selfishness—again, a life- 
attitude at opposite pole from that which God, as 
Christian Faith understands Him, expects of us. 








But there is a more general and commanding 
warning. It concerns the stance we should seek to 
take up toward every intellectual cult and fashion 
of our particular age—Existentialism, Expression- 
ism, Subjectivism, Psychologism, whatever. We 
rightly seek for an understanding of the mood of 
our time in order that we may more effectively 
minister to it. But, when once we have learned why 
people in our day think and act as they do, why they 
are as they are, we tend to think that of course they 
must think and act and be like that. “To understand 
all is to excuse all.”” Explanation becomes justifica- 
tion. The next siep to which we are all too readily 
tempted is to suppose that, since we likewise are 
children of that age, we too should be expected to 
think, act, be so. Understanding of others passes 
over into acceptance for oneself. We are like phy- 
sicians infected with the disease they diagnose. 
Toleration breeds conformity. 

Here is a temptation familiar to all acute stu- 
dents of human nature. Witness Pope’s familiar 
lines: 

Vice is a monster of so frightful mien, 
As to be hated needs but to be seen; 

Yet, seen too oft, familiar with her face, 
We first endure, then pity, then embrace. 


If that is true of what is patently vicious, how much 
more true and how much more subtle is the con- 
tagion of attitudes not deliberately or consciously 
perverse. 

But a physician diagnoses, not to conform but to 
cure. So, and much more so, with the true physician 
of the soul or of society. No admonition is more 
relevant to our time than that of Paul to the Romans: 
“Be not conformed to this world.” Or, more ac- 
curately, “Be not conformed to the customs of the 
present age; but be ye transformed by the entire 
renewal of your minds, so that you may discern 
what is God’s Will—that Will which is good and 
beautiful and perfect.”—-H.P.V.D. 


Editorial Notes 


N the recent hearings on Dr. Phillip Jessup’s 

nomination to membership in the UN Assembly 
delegation there was a revealing episode which marks 
the degree to which a public temper of fear and 
hatred have robbed us of the capacity for discrimi- 
nate judgment. Mr. Jessup, in order to prove his 
freedom from Communist bias revealed the con- 
nection he had with “America First” during the 
great debate on isolationism versus interventionism. 


No one bothered to challenge him on the inadequacy 
of these isolationist convictions. For the single pur- 
pose was to discredit him on the grounds of his 
alleged softness toward Communism. Nor was it 
made clear that Mr. Jessup was as responsible as 
any one for the support of the Bao Dai’s govern- 
ment in Indo-China. That made him a rather more 
rigorous anti-communist than may have been wise at 
that time. Subsequently it became necessary, of 
course, to support any kind of anti-communist gov- 
ernment in Indo-China for strategic reasons, for we 
had lost the possibility of harnessing the anti-colo- 
nialism of the people of Indo-China. As one of the 
wisest of our observers on foreign policy, Mr. 
James Reston, has observed, we have become so 
preoccupied with ferreting out past mistakes and 
interpreting them as mistakes in the light of subse- 
quent history rather than in the light of their wis- 
dom at the moment in history when the decision was 
made, that we are sacrificing our ability to deal with 
present and future contingencies. Nothing is more 
dangerous to our nation in the present moment than 
the apoplectic rigidity of our public temper. Hatred 
and fear of a foe thus robs us of the capacity for 
the discriminate judgments without which our con- 
flict with the foe could result in disaster. 


One of the most important criticisms of Amer- 
ican foreign policy has just come from the pen of 
the former counselor of the State Department, Mr. 
George Kennan. In his book, American Diplomacy, 
1900-1950, he indicts our foreign policy for its 
“moralistic-legalistic’” approach to the complex issues 
of international relations. He thinks we have too 
much confidence in “grand schemes” (Kellogg pact, 
for instance) which fail to take account of incal- 
culable future events; and that we are too inclined 
to estimate the interests and ideas of other nations 
with criteria taken from our own experience and 
not conforming to theirs. Thus we see other people 
in our own image. 

These criticisms have a special significance for a 
Christian estimate of foreign policy. For Mr. Ken- 
nan calls attention to two very basic evils in human 
nature in general, as the Christian faith interprets 
that nature. The one is to rely too much upon our 
own power to determine future events and upon 
our own wisdom to anticipate them. One thinks of 
Christ’s condemnation of the rich fool who tried 
to guarantee the future: “Thou fool this night shall 
thy soul be taken from thee.” The other is to 
understand other people only from our standpoint 
and interpret their interests purely in terms of our 
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own ideas. One is reminded of the prophetic con- 
demnation of Babylon which declared in its pride 
“TI see; no one sees me.” 

In our own country these ancient human weak- 
nesses are accentuated on the one hand by the 
inordinate degree of American power, which sub- 
jects us to the temptations to which power is always 
subject ; and on the other hand by the illusions of a 
technocratic culture which imagines that historical 
destiny is as easily managed as the forces of nature. 

Mr. Kennan’s solution for the problem of our pre- 
tentious idealism is a return to the concept of ‘“‘na- 
tional interest.”” He thinks that this concept should 
guide our foreign policy on the ground that we must 
not pretend to know no more than what is good 
for us. This modesty is important. But egotism is 
not the cure for an abstract and pretentious ideal- 


ism. Preoccupation with national interest can quick- 
ly degenerate into moral cynicism even if it is 
originally prompted by moral modesty. We must 
be concerned with the interests and lives of those 
whose lives are intertwined with ours and who are 
locked with us in a common destiny. But we must 
also achieve a greater degree of humility, both in 
our relation to the future and in our relation to our 
fellowmen. The future is inscrutable and our fel- 
lowmen or fellow nations cannot be simply made 
over in our image. That is why faith and love are 
more basic prerequisites of wisdom in our day than 
such scientific schemes as some of our academic 
wise men hatch for eradicating human “aggres- 
siveness” by changing the methods which Russian 
or German mothers use in swaddling their children. 
R.N. 


Arab and Israeli 


MARSHALL WINGFIELD 


N recent issues of Christianity and Crisis, there 

have appeared two articles which, to my mind, do 
little justice to the Middle East complex and are 
unjust, in particular, to the new state of Israel. I 
refer, first, to the editorial by “H. S. C.” in the July 
Oth issue which, entitled “The U. S. A. and the Arab 
States,” attacked the proposed Congressional grant- 
in-aid to Israel; and, secondly, to the article by 
Eugene E. Barnett in the September 17th issue, 
called “Beirut, Palestine, and the Middle East.” To 
both items I must take serious exception. With 
gratitude I welcome the courteous assurance that 
the pages of Christianity and Crisis are open to the 
statement of my dissent from Dr. Coffin and Dr. 
Barnett. My own travels in the Middle East last 
spring have impelled me to this difference of opinion 
with these men. 

Dr. Coffin contends that the proposed grant-in- 
aid to Israel will further alienate the Arab world 
where, because of the financial support already given 
Israel, “the reputation of the U. S. A. has sunk to 
an abysmal low”; he asserts that “the Arab States 
lie in a position which gives them peculiar impor- 
tance in the present struggle between Totalitarian- 
ism and the West.” He asks: “Can we afford to lose 
all friends among non-Jewish elements in Palestine 
and among Egyptians, Iraqi, Syrians, Lebanese and 
the larger Moslem world ?” 

Both assertion and question might have been more 
impressive had Dr. Coffin been able to cite specific 
instances of the Arab States’ consistent support of 
the West during the Second World War in the fight 
against Nazism and Fascism, and, for that matter, 


in our present battle against Communism. Unfor- 
tunately those instances do not exist. The record of 
the Arab States in relation to Nazism and Fascism 
in World War II was deplorable indeed ; aid to the 
United Nations forces, when given, was at best no 
more than half-hearted, and support of Hitler and 
Mussolini was all too often the order of the day 
among Arab leaders, most notably and regrettably 
in the case of the notorious ex-Grand Mufti of Jeru- 
salem, Haj Amin el Huesseini. This sorry story has 
its sequel in the refusal of both Egypt and Syria, 
last May 8th, to join with the West in imposing 
sanctions against Communist China. 

With Israel the story is different. The Israelis 
have been and are with the West. The Jews of 
Palestine under the British Mandatory rule helped 
valiantly in repelling Nazi aggression during World 
War II. Churchill, Wavell, and Montgomery paid 
tribute to this aid; thus the Jewish brigade and 
Palestinian Jewry have not become a “forgotten 
ally.” And now, in accord with that splendid record 
of 1939-45, the people of Israel continue to ally 
themselves with the West at the United Nations. 
Israel, standing literally at the crossroads of the 
world, and directly betwixt East and West, might 
have been expected to “sit this one out.” Yet the 
Israeli delegation at the UN, led by the distinguished 
Ambassador to the U. S., Abba Eban, has made it 
clear without equivocation that Israel sides with 
the free nations in resistance to Communist aggres- 
sion. This pro-West attitude was underscored in 
an interview our group had with Israel’s Prime 
Minister David Ben-Gurion in Jerusalem. 
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The United States has offered friendship to all 
Middle East governments in the form of treaties. 
Only Israel has signed such a treaty. The Arab 
States have remained silent and uncooperative. 

Israel has many times—most recently in its elec- 
tions last July—reflected this affinity to the West. 
The Arabs have not. In fact, the Arab leaders have 
aroused and used anti-West sentiment to consolidate 
their own position instead of using their power to 
promote friendship between their Middle Eastern 
lands and the West. 

I cannot help but regret the unjust accusations 
implicit in Dr. Coffin’s reference to “a constantly 
aggressive Israel” and to “Israel’s ruthless aggres- 
siveness.” Has he forgotten that the five member 
states of the Arab League sent their armies into 
Israel to “drive the Jews into the sea’? I must in 
all Christian grace question his good taste in writ- 
ing of the “disgusting . . . spectacle of Congressmen 

. with constituencies in the metropolitan area... 
tumbling over themselves to evidence their zeal for 
the Jewish National State.” Where, may I ask, are 
his sympathy and understanding for the new state of 
Israel? 

We Americans often forget that in the past forty- 
one months since Israel’s establishment, its Jewish 
population has more than doubled (from 650,000 to 
1,400,000). This enormous number of immigrants 
was integrated at staggering cost to the economy of 
the new state and was made possible by extraor- 
dinary sacrifices on the part of Israel’s pre-1948 
population. Any recent visitor to Israel will attest 
to the rigid, almost strait-jacket “austerity” which 
the Israelis have imposed on themselves for this “in- 
gathering” of their exiles. 

Israel’s job is not even half finished, for there is 
still a tragic Jewish refugee problem in the world. 
In Eastern Europe, North Africa, and the Soviet 
Union there are hundreds of thousands of Jews who 
still await rescue. Some are doomed to extinction 
but many can, and will, be saved. Transfer to their 
Promised Land—and safe settlement there—means 
a huge financial burden to both Israel and world 
Jewry, particularly to the Jews of America, whose 
philanthropy in these recent years has been unparal- 
leled in generosity and scope. 

It is this unusually large immigration, both past 
and future, that adds to Israel’s economic hardships 
the problem of a foreign exchange deficit. To feed 
these tens of thousands of new immigrants, pouring 
in at the rate of often a thousand a day, Israel ex- 
pends precious “hard currency” for foodstuffs. 

My recent visit to Israel affirmed my conviction 
that a grant-in-aid from our American Congress 
can help Israel strengthen its economy and render 
it ultimately self-supporting. Then Israel can realize 


140 


to the full its industrial and agricultural potential, 
and achieve stability as the only genuine democracy 
in the Middle Fast. 

A widely-publicized statement by eight American 
leaders, all of them non-Jews, hailed the grant-in-aid 
proposal with these words: 


We can think of few acts of international assistance 
more beneficial to the ultimate aims of American 
democracy than swift and effective help to the new 
Israel. 


These men—James A. Farley, Bishop Charles K. 
Gilbert, William Green, Philip Murray, Dean Rein- 
hold Niebuhr, Dr. Harry A. Overstreet, Rev. Dr. 
Daniel A. Poling, and President Harold E. Stassen 
—noted that 


Israel, faced with the gigantic task of absorbing hun- 
dreds of thousands of homeless and unwanted Jews, 
must condense decades of economic expansion into 
a few years. It is taxing itself and Jewish sympa- 
thizers throughout the world to the limit. If it is to be 
able to function as the center of democratic strength 
it shows every sign of becoming, it needs the type of 
economic aid we in this country have been giving to 
free peoples throughout the world. 


My own observations in Israel and the Arab lands 
lead me to join them in this statement and in their 
pointing to Israel as the “only one hopeful spot” in 
a “bleak regional picture,” for there 

. . . political and economic democracy function; ... 

extremes of wealth and poverty do not exist and a 

modern, industrialized society is coming into being; 

. religious and minority rights are observed; ... 
the population is ardently devoted to the state, each 
individual citizen feeling a sense of personal partici- 
pation in its creation and a sense of personal respon- 
sibility for its security and preservation. 


This is only another way of giving Israel the apt 
description coined by Welthy Honsinger Fisher, 
widow of Bishop Fred B. Fisher; she calls Israel 
“a pattern for Asia.” 

I noted during my stay in Israel that leaders in the 
Israel Government desired aid also for the Arab 
states in the over-all Foreign Aid Program of the 
U. S. A.—a generous attitude quite unlike that of 
the Arab nations vis-a-vis Israel—for Israel seems 
to realize that a rising standard of living in the 
Mediterranean area will ultimately aid the peaceful 
cooperation of all the Middle East Semitic states. 

Israel, which is so dynamic and so creative in its 
democratic development, has, it seems to me, the 
right to ask that it, too, be given a sizable sum as a 
grant-in-aid, partly because it has until now borne 
its vast burden alone despite bitter opposition from 
Arab states and amid legion problems, social, eco- 
nomic, and political; and partly, because Israel will 
serve—in fact, it has already served—as a pilot light 















































in the darkness of the backward, depressed Arab 
world. When church leaders in our country re- 
quested our Congressmen to deny grant-in-aid for 
Jewish refugees they joined the Arab states in their 
boycott of Israel. It is unfair and unchristian to 
penalize Israel for the slow growth to economic 
maturity on the part of the Arab states and for 
their reluctance to alter a long-established feudal 
pattern. 


It is heartening to learn that, under the leadership 
of Senators Douglas and Taft and Congressmen 
McCormack and Martin, bi-Partisan support has 
been given in our Congress for a grant-in-aid to 
both Israel and the Arab states as part of our finan- 
cial and military aid to the free world. In addition 
to economic and military assistance, the Mutual Se- 
curity Bill has like amounts of fifty million dollars 
earmarked for Arab refugees and Jewish refugees 
respectively. 

This awareness on the part of the American Con- 
gress that there is also a Jewish refugee problem 
seems not to have been characteristic of the Beirut 
Conference on Refugees of the World Council of 
Churches and the International Missionary Council. 
Dr. Barnett’s views and those of his colleagues ap- 
pear to center on Arab refugees alone. 

I rather wish the delegates to the Conference had 
met also with Israeli officials, listened to their ver- 
sion of the Arab refugee tragedy, noted the care 
Israel gives to Arab refugees in Israel, and analyzed, 
as well, the great Jewish refugee problem. Some of 
the Jewish refugees coming into Israel, especially 
those from Yemen and Iraq, are victims of the 
hatred against Jews aroused by the Arab states in 
their unsuccessful war of aggression against the new 
Israel. Jewish refugees in Israel also spend bleak 
days in tents. They, too, have had to abandon all 
their property—as did their kinsfolk in Germany 
and Nazi-occupied Europe during Hitler’s exter- 
mination of six million Jews—and they come to 
Israel with only their clothes on their backs. At 
the airstrip in Lydda and on the docks in the har- 
bor at Haifa I saw them arrive bearing the shocks 
and scars of their persecution. At Shaar Haaliyah, 
a few miles from Mount Carmel, I spoke with Iraqi 
Jews who, twelve thousand strong, were crowded 
into an area with accommodations for only two thou- 
sand; and I learned of their slings and arrows of 
outrageous fortune. Frozen bank accounts of Jews 
in Iraq, I discovered, can be as unhappy a circum- 
stance as frozen bank accounts of Arabs in Israel. 
Claims to Jewish property expropriated by Arabs in 
Yemen, Syria, or Iraq should be considered as 
sympathetically as claims to Arab property aban- 
doned in Israel. 

We as churchmen are, I assume, concerned with 
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all of mankind as the children of God. Surely then 
we cannot deal with only half a human problem. 
The Beirut Conference delegates, earnest and sin- 
cere and dedicated as they all were, should have 
visited Israel and visited the 700,000 Jewish refu- 
gees, too. They must be reminded that the Middle 
East refugee issue cannot be treated on the basis 
of Arab refugees alone separate and distinct from 
the Jewish refugees—nor vice versa. If this is kept 
in mind, then a more realistic and, at the same time, 
a more just solution for the tragic Arab refugee 
problem will be found. 

Shortly after returning from the Middle East to 
the United States, I learned of the impending Beirut 
Conference on Refugees and immediately joined 
with three of my travel companions, Russell Henry 
Stafford of Hartford, Frederick Reissig of Wash- 
ington, and J. Henry Carpenter of Brooklyn, in send- 
ing the following cablegram to the American dele- 
gates to the Beirut Conference: 


JUST RETURNED FROM MIDDLE EAST WHERE WE VIEWED 
PLIGHT OF REFUGEES ON BOTH SIDES OF CONFLICT. WE 
FEEL NO STUDY OF THIS TRAGIC HUMAN PROBLEM 
COMPLETE WITHOUT DETAILED EXAMINATION OF BOTH 
AREAS AND ALL PEOPLES INVOLVED. RESPECTFULLY 
URGE AMERICAN DELEGATION PRESS FOR STUDY OF MID- 
DLE EAST REFUGEE PROBLEM IN ITS ENTIRETY, NOT 
LIMITING IT TO ARAB REFUGEES ALONE. 


So far as I know, not one of the four of us has to 
date received any acknowledgment of this cable. The 
Barnett article appears to reflect the one-sided ver- 
sion of the question which we sought by our cable 
to avoid. 

In his article Dr. Barnett seems to have over- 
looked the causes for the plight of Arab refugees. 
No attention is given the fact that the Arab refu- 
gees supported the fighting against the Jews in 
Palestine. They were not all simply innocent vic- 
tims. Futhermore, the evidence seems to me quite 
conclusive that Arab leaders encouraged—even de- 
manded—that the Arabs evacuate Palestine to facili- 
tate the invasion of the Arab armies who were “des- 
tined” to be victorious. An exhausted, confused 
British Mandatory regime, about to relinquish con- 
trol of Palestine, was also not without blame for the 
debacle. 

While in isolated instances Israeli extremists, 
such as the Stern Gang and the Irgun, encouraged 
the Arab flight, it was, however, the official policy 
of the government of Israel—a policy which was 
implemented with remarkable vigor—to urge the 
Arabs to remain in Israel and share citizenship rights 
and responsibilities with the Jews. Over 70,000 
Arabs accepted that advice and remained, and since 
the war another 100,000 have filtered back or have 
been united with their families. Today, these 175,- 








000 Israeli Arabs are represented in the Govern- 
ment of Israel with eight representatives in the 
Knesseth. 

I do not mean to imply that a solution to the tragic 
Arab refugee problem which I saw in all its abject 
misery, should not be found. On the contrary, a 
solution (preferably of resettlement under UN di- 
rection in the vast underpopulated Arab lands) must 
be sought at once. I do maintain that Israel was not 
the chief cause of their refugee status. 

While in Beirut, I spent an evening at the Amer- 
ican University where I found the faculty members 
decidedly anti-Israel, one of them, an Arab, claim- 
ing that the cooperative colonies in Israel (kib- 
butzim) are identical with Russian Communist com- 
munities and another (an American) predicting that 
the state of Israel would last only as long as did the 
Kingdom of Jerusalem. The Arab professors in- 
sisted that the Arab refugees were driven from 
their homes by the Jews, despite strong avidence 
that Israeli Jews begged Israeli Arabs to stay. It is 
well established that leaflets printed in Arabic were 
distributed by the Israelis urging Arabs to choose 
peace and remain in Israel, “so that we shall not have 
to harm you and your property in the course of our 
self-defense.” But Mufti-inspired propaganda was 
beamed to the Arabs urging them to leave and as- 
suring them they could return for the spoils in a 
few weeks. 

It is clear that the main reason for the exodus of 
Arabs from Israel was that five Arab armies at- 
tacked Israel immediately after partition by the 
United Nations. The Arabs broadcast over their 
radio the statement that any Arab who remained in 
Israel would be regarded as a traitor, when, within 
three weeks, they would drive the army of Israel into 
the sea so that all Israel could be divided among 
the Arabs. 

3ut charges and counter-charges are fruitless. 
No good is accomplished by regretting the rise of 
Zionism or re-fighting the Arab-Israeli War. They 
are in the past. The important thing at this junc- 
ture of world history is to recognize Israel’s exis- 
tence and to pay tribute to its many solid achieve- 
ments during the last three and a half years. 


Christian statesmen like Dr. Coffin and Dr. Bar- 
nett should encourage the very real and tangible ad- 
vances the new state of Israel has brought to its land 
and its people. They should do all in their power to 
allay the fears and quench the fires of hatred among 
Arab leaders. They should clear the path for the 
eventual rapprochement that must exist between the 
Arabs and Israelis if war is not to destroy them all. 
Then they can work together to rid the Middle East 
of its feudal character and foster the growth of 
democratic institutions and ways. 
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We who share the Christian tradition have the 
highest responsibility of making brotherhood a real- 
ity among all—Moslem and Jew and Christian—in 
the Middle East, of sensing the need, amid all this 
welter of issues, “rightly to divide the word of 
truth,” and cherishing the hope that out of Zion 
restored may again “go forth the Law.” 


Correspondence 


Dear Sir: 
American Religious Sentimentality 

There’s probably nothing in the day’s news which 
so clearly unveils the religious illiteracy of the Amer- 
ican intellectual as the discussions on religion and 
education. One wonders how it is that well-trained 
minds can in this one area, be so utterly befogged. 
The National Education Association, speakers for 
Protestants and Other Americans United and many 
other Americans of the best intentions, capable and 
trustworthy in other matters suddenly show up as 
complete sentimentalists in their understanding of 
the religious dimensions of human existence. I re- 
call for instance, having seen the report by the NEA 
from Atlantic City in which it is protested that 
“American schools are hospitable to all religions.” 
It puts me in mind of a parable. 

Back in 1939, when three giant centers of earth’s 
military power were teetering in and out of various 
alliances just before The Plunge in September, a 
man from Mars swept down to our planet in his 
ultra-supersonic space saucer and surveyed the situa- 
tion. He was troubled by what he saw—three 
mighty rivals for world power and security, about 
to shatter themselves on each other’s armies. So 
he managed to find audience with three generals 
representing the Soviets, the Nazis and the West, 
and addressed them thus: “Earthlings, what a sad 
thing it is that you are thus toying with calamity! 
Look at the rich treasures you might bring to the 
common life of this vexed planet—if only you would 
come to agreement with each other! There is room 
for you all. Now have done with this sectarianism 
of nations! Just get together like good fellows!” 
And as he spoke thus, he found himself backing 
away from his audience toward the open door of 
his ship. Only a man from Mars with a space ship 
triggered to leave faster than gunfire could seriously 
come to the year 1939 with only this advice to offer. 

Only the NEA can say to world religions, or to 
the division within Christianity, “our schools are 
hospitable to you all.” The reason the NEA does do 
this is because it thinks it has a space ship alerted 
for escape from the whole baffling mess of religious 








controversy. The NEA doesn’t really live here, it 
lives on Mars. What does that mean? 

It means that when you take this Olympian atti- 
tude toward religious controversy you are secretly 
cherishing still another religious position. Any 
grownup knows that the rivals on our American 
scene make claims about final things that conflict 
down in the depths of human convictions. Ultimate- 
ly, if the Jews are right, the Christians are wrong. 
Ultimately, if the Protestants are right, the Roman 
Catholics are wrong. How can any house be hos- 
pitable equally to all? Only if you believe an alter- 
native religion is really the answer. That is the 
NEA’s space ship—and they are backing up to it 
faster and faster these days. The NEA, much of 
the POAU, and many modern intellectuals (for all 
of whom I really have great respect), all believe 
fundamentally that a reconciling of world religions 
can take place. It will come about in the vast hos- 
pitality of American equalitarianism. It will be 
compounded of natural good will, the peace-making 
powers of enlightened democracy, a pinch of old 
Stoicism, a touch of Jewish prophetic social justice, 
some Christian humanitarianism, a flavor of Poor 
Richard, the Beatitudes, Omar Khayyam, a dash of 
4th of July cliches and John Dewey. This is their 
space ship pointing to a Mars of eclectic religious- 
ness which to them offers the security they need in 
order to cast these fatuous solutions before us. The 
joker is that, while the man from Mars really did 
have a ship to carry him back to a planet where he 
didn’t have to be bothered with the problems of 
earth, the NEA does not. There is no escape for any 
of us. You have to make a choice. 

In our culture not many live options are before us. 
If you do not commit yourselves to Judaism you 
will have to choose Christianity—or Communism. 
If you choose Christianity you will have to choose a 
specific kind of Christianity. Then, on the battle- 
field itself, in the most clear-headed charity you 
know, you may be some aid in a very, very stiff 
problem. 

If the man from Mars had missed his ship, he 
would have found himself with three alternatives. 
One he would have to choose in order to live much 
longer. The NEA and those who think like them, 
are in the same fix. They will have to begin to learn 
the religious dimensions of human society, the actual 
claims and content of the various competing faiths. 
Above all, that they may enter the struggle and give 
some real help as men, not gods, they will have to 
see the religious hash underlying their own bland 
unsympathy for the religious convictions of man- 
kind. There is no space ship. It is possible to 
shorten the tensions short of bloodshed. Our coun- 
try can, I believe keep growing and still hold us all— 
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but people from Mars won’t help us with their in- 
sufferable illiteracy, consistently taking flight from 
problems which stem from ancient convictions of 
men. 


THE Rev. G. F. Tittmann, Rector 
St. Mary’s Church 
ARLINGTON, VA. 


News and Notes 


Only Three Bishops Attend 
Catholic ‘Peace Congress’ 


Sixteen hundred delegates attended the opening of a 
government-sponsored “Catholic Peace Congress” in 
Prague, according to the official Prague Radio. 


The station said that the priests who attended were 
unanimously opposed to the Vatican’s policy of “un- 
dermining the peace campaign of the Soviet Union and 
the Communist-controlled countries of Europe.” 


Organizers of the event apparently were disappointed 
by the small number of bishops who turned up. 


The Communist press had stated that the meeting 
would be attended by “all the bishops loyal to their 
country.” Only three showed up, however — Bishops 
Stefan Trochta of Litomerice, Bishop Ambroz Lazik 
of Trnava, and Suffragan Bishop Antonin Eltschkner 
of Prague. 

Representing the government were two deputy pre- 
miers and one Cabinet minister. Others present in- 
cluded special delegations from Hungary, Poland and 
France. The French group was led by Abbe Jean 
Boulier, who was suspended last year by Archbishop 
Maurice Feltin of Paris for his pro-Communist ac- 
tivities. 

Non-Catholic guests at the congress included Profes- 
sor Joseph L. Hromadka, of the Comenius Theological 
Seminary in Prague. 

One of the first acts of the congress, according to the 
Prague Radio, was to appoint a special delegation to call 
on President Klement Gottwald with a message assur- 
ing him of the Catholic clergy’s loyalty to the regime 
and their support of the Communist program in Czecho- 
slovakia—Religious News Service. 


Anti-Vatican Speeches Mark 
Catholic ‘Peace Congress’ 


Minister of Health Joseph Plojhar, an excommuni- 
cated priest, announced in a Prague speech that Com- 
munist Czechoslovakia’s so-called patriotic Roman Cath- 
olic clergymen have “definitely finished with the Vati- 
can,” 

“We don’t agree with the Vatican and have definitely 
finished with the Vatican,” Minister Plojhar told the 
congress. His speech, and another by Church Affairs 
Minister Zdenek Fierlinger, were the only ones reported 
by the Prague Radio. Both were mainly attacks on the 
Vatican’s “reactionary politics.” 

(The Vatican Radio broadcast repeated warnings 
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to Czechoslovak priests not to attend the Prague meet- 
ing. It described those taking part as “Communist 
stooges” and said no one should believe publicized state- 
ments alleged to have been made by the bishops in sup- 
port of the congress.) 

Minister Fierlinger charged that the Vatican follows 
a “clearly subjugating, exploiting and Fascist policy.” 
He attacked Cardinal Spellman for “steering the Vati- 
can into reactionary politics and subordinating the in- 
terests of millions of the faithful to those of Wall Street’s 
multi-millionaires.” He also assailed the Vatican for 
“persuading the West German bishops to influence 
Germans into the acceptance of a new war.” 
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“The attitude of the Czechoslovak clergy to the Vati- 
can,’ Mr. Fierlinger said in conclusion, “must not be 
just indifferent. The clergy must be clearly pro-Com- 
munist.” 

The congress heard a response from Present Klement 
Gottwald to a greeting from the delegates. 

“The Catholic clergy,” he wrote, “must show their 
real colors and must help to crush reaction within and 
outside the Church.” He added that “all churchmen in 
Czechoslovakia must show their real colors once and 
for all.”—Religious News Service. 


Western Church Group 
Visits Hungary 


Twelve western churchmen spent ten days in Commu- 
nist Hungary as the guests of the Hungarian Reformed 
and Lutheran Churches. Comprising nine Frenchmen 
and three Englishmen they were said to be the largest 
group of Protestant church leaders from the West to 
visit Hungary since the end of the war. 


The French group included Albert Finet, editor of 
Reforme, and five Reformed and three Lutheran pastors. 
The Britishers were Dr. Bryan Thomas and the Rev. 
Paul Levertoff, both of the Church of England, and 
the Rev. Joseph Jones, a Methodist. 


Highlight of the foreign churchmen’s visit was a 
dinner here at which they heard Istvan Kossa, head of 
the State Office for Church Affairs, deliver an address 
on how Communism and religion can be “reconciled.” 


“We are proclaiming Communism openly and our re- 
solve is to build it up,” Mr. Kossa said. “Our church 
leaders have understood that they can govern their 
churches amid the changed circumstances in a way that 
all church members can perform their religious duties 
without getting into conflict with our Communism in 
the upbuilding.” 

The foreign group visited Debrecen and other centers 
of Hungarian church life. They were present at the 
annual assembly of the Montana District of the Lu- 
theran Church, and also attended a conference arranged 
by leaders of the Reformed Church. 

Among those present at the Reformed conference was 
Professor Joseph L. Hromadka, dean of the Comenius 
Theological Faculty in Prague, Czechoslovakia, who 
discussed the relations between the churches and 
Czechoslovak Communist government. 

Professor Hromadka said he was “shocked by the 
prejudices of western Christians when they say the 
Christian life cannot be lived in Communism.” “The 
truth is,” he added, “that I feel quite at home in it. 
We lave all the possibilities to serve the church faith- 
fully under Communism.” 

Dr. Hromadka said he was not a Communist and “TI 
don’t expect from Western churchmen that they should 
become Communists.”—Religious News Service. 
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